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EDITORIAL 


_We have been pleased with the welcome accorded Biblical Creation, 
and are happy to report that most of the first issue has now been sold. 
It has been found possible, through a change of printer, to lower our 
costs significantly, and this will be reflected for subscribers and 
those purchasing individual copies by a lower selling price. We hope 
this will increase the circulation of BC, without at the same time 
noticeably lowering the quality of production. Comments on the changes 
introduced will be read with interest. Those who have subscribed at. 
the higher rate will] have their renewal subscriptions suitably. 
adjusted. — 


A certain amount of response to the first issue indicated the 
feeling that perhaps the articles were a little 'high-powered' for 
those who might wish to read BC. As the contents of this issue show, 
we hope, it was never our intention that the journal should be heavy 
and stodgy; and we hope that the mixed fare on offer this time contains 
something for all tastes. At the same time, we hope to contribute to 
serious discussion of these vital questions. 


A word about this issue. Dr Chris Darnbrough attended the 
Conference organised by David C.C. Watson last autumn and here presents 
a report, for the benefit for those unable to attend. Dr Francis Schaeffe 
now reported to be in failing health, responded warmly to the formation 
of the BCS some time back and sent us a copy of this article for our 
use. The next three items are all intended to have a wider circulation 
than readers of this journal. The pamphlet by Dr Keith Stokes is 
intended for free distribution among Christian students reading the 
natural sciences, and can be obtained in quantity from the Society. 
Copies of the two reading lists, by David Watts and David Tyler, are 
also available separately, price 10p. Contributions toward the cost of 
postage (or a stamped, addressed envelope) would be gratefully 
received. As intimated in the previous issue, a number of reading 
lists and pamphlets are in the pipeline. They will be published in | 
Biblical Creation as they become available. We hope they will be found 
useful. | 


Nigel M. de S. Cameron 
Edinburgh 7 


The Voyage of Charles Darwin 


BBC Television is devoting considerable programme time in 1978/79 
to Evolution and the Origin of Life. One of the most notable of recent 
programmes iS the series on The Voyage of Charles Darwin, which was 
initially screened twice per week in the autumn, a “Book of the Series’ 
being published concurrently. Far from deprecating this series, we 
consider it a worthy achievement, promoting a vivid image of 
Charles Darwin the man and his contemporaries. No expense has been 
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_ Spared to recapture the epic voyage of the Beagle in South American 
waters and whilst a legitimate degree of historical reconstruction 

has been allowed, a note of realism prevails. Of course, much has 
happened in terms of scientific advance since those days, so that the 
narrative cannot pretend to offer an up-to-date assessment of the 
question of origins. Nevertheless, it is profitable viewing/reading 
for Christians and others, and should serve, we hope, to inculcate on 
the part of creationists a firm yet gracious and understanding 
approach to contemporary 'Darwinists'. Far too often, we fear, has 
Darwin himself been portrayed in orthodox literature as a mixture of 
ogre and idiot. Perhaps our final impression is one of sadness at the 
folly of a man contending against the Almighty. Let us not forget, 
however, that, apart from the Grace of God, we are naturally no better 
or wiser than Darwin. | 


David C. Watts 
Manchester 


NEWS | 
Please send us details of forthcoming meetings, conferences, 


publications, and so on, which we may advertise in this section of 
Biblical Creation. | | 


It has been brought to our attention that the works of 
A.E. Wilder-Smith, the well-known writer, are available in English. 
from the German publishers, Editions Trobisch. If difficulty is 


experienced in obtaining his books, including Man's Origin, Man's Destiny, 
they may be ordered direct from E.T. at D-7640 KehT/Rhein, Germany. 


A public meeting is being organised in Manchester on 12 May at 
2.30 pm under the auspices of the Evolution Protest Movement at the 
Methodist Centre Chapel, Oldham Street (5 minutes from Picadilly 


Station). The speaker will be Mr Malcolm Bowden, the author of 
Ape-Men: Fact or Fallacy? All are welcome to this meeting. 


There is to be a two-day Bible and Science Seminar at the Hayes, | | 
Swanwick, from 10-12 April. A wide variety of subjects will be covered, 
and the conference is said to be of interest to all - not just the 
academically qualified. The main speaker will be Dr A.J. Monty White, 
whose Creation News-Sheets are well known. Further details available 
from D.J. Rivers, 5 GalTowfields Road, Richmond, North Yorkshire. 

(Please enclose a stamped, addressed envelope. ) : 


As we go to press we have news of a further visit to Britain by 
Dr Duane Gish, of the Institute for Creation Research, organised by 
Campus Crusade for Christ. Meetings are planned for university 
audiences all over the country at the end of January and beginning of 
February. — 
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EVOLUTION AND EDUCATION: A CONFERENCE REPORT 


Evolution and Education was the title of a Day Conference which 
‘brought more than 500 people - teachers, students, schoolchildren, 
reporters and others - to the Central Hall, Westminster, on 
16 September 1978. The aim of the Conference (organised by 
David C.C. Watson, who is well-known in evangelical circles as a 
writer and organiser in this area) was to examine the methods and 
effects of modern teaching on origins, from a largely, but not 
exclusively, Christian viewpoint. Indeed, the evidence presented by 


the speakers exposed a disturbing pattern which must be of serious 


concern to all involved in any way in teaching on origins. While 
most “professional” evolutionists (i.e. those involved in research) 
admit that the Theory of Evolution is nothing better than “the best 
working hypothesis", a whole generation is being taught evolution as 
an indisputable fact. Given also that the theory of evolution is in 
direct opposition to Scripture, the situation should provide much for 
Christians to think about. | 


In a sense, this was very much an experimental venture, being the 
first major conference on origins directed at the general public, and 
in this respect it certainly demonstrated the value of such meetings 
while also pointing out a number of potential pitfalls. 


In addition to the oral presentations. the conference was accoapanied 
by an exhibition and bookstall, giving a number of creationist groups 
the opportunity to advertise and distribute literature. 


The. conference was chaired very ably by the Rev. Keith Stokes, Ph.D., 
and the speakers represented a wide range of views and approaches. 
The Rev. H. Kilbride, speaking on "Much Ado about Nothing?", stressed 
the alT-pervasiveness of evolution, from the position of teacher, 
minister and father of four. By "evolution" we mean the hypothesis 
that life arose via the sequence inorganic + organic + cells + organisms 
+ man, but we are more concerned with evolutionism - a worldview. 
extending beyond science into general education and philosophy. In 
every discipline evolution is taken as fact, discredited evidence 
(recapitulation theory, vestigial organs) freely quoted, difficulties 
not mentioned and any hint of dissent scornfully dismissed. Both 
teachers and textbooks are guilty, the entire approach being firmly 
embedded in educational policy. In a wider field, evolutionary ideas 
are used to justify Marxism, capitalism, nationalism and racism, and 
colour attitudes to sociology, criminology, marriage, the purpose of 
life and the future of mankind. Perhaps most important, evolution 
discounts Genesis 1-3, denying man's special place in creation, 
justifying and condoning Sin, and rejecting man's accountability to God, | 
upon which the Christian gospel depend. This surely is sufficient to . 
answer the doubts of those who would charge creationists with diverting 
attention from the gospel. 


G.H. Harper, M.Sc., speaking on "Darwinism and the teaching of 
- biology” satd much to reinforce the conclusions of Mr Kilbride, despite 


a ae 


being neither a Creationist nor a Christian. After asserting that any 
theory of origins is plausible but necessarily non-scientific, 

Mr Harper argued persuasively that the presentation of evolution in : 
school teaching is a clandestine but highly effective form of aS 
indoctrination, which.employs the methods of hidden assumption, : 
ridicule of alternatives , appeals to scientific authority, and the — 
like. This was likened to Soviet indoctrination, with the added 
appeal that evolution has no explicit bearing on everyday life. The 
Speaker made no attempt to identify the motivators of this ee es 
on a human Jevel the blame cannot easily be apportioned, but as | 
Christians. we must recognise the effectiveness of "principalities - 

and powers" in this area. Having thus assisted the creationist cause, 
the speaker neatly sidestepped the problem of origins by advocating ; 
the Steady-state theory of the species, which postulates that species” 
never originated, but ‘all existed side-by-side at the start of the 
fossil. record. Rather than sit on the fence, Mr Harper has ‘dug a 
trench between creation and evolution in which only the most unwary . 

or cowardly are likely to land, a refuge for the total agnostic. ~ 


Under the general heading of "What Children are not told about . 
the conference went on to consider more specific aspects of aate ie: 
Fossils were considered by B.W. Grantham-Hill, B.Sc., who started by 
outlining the problems and uncertainties surrounding the formation of 
sedimentary rocks and mechanisms of fossilisation. The interpretation 
of fossil records (with particular reference to horse evolution), 
formation of fossil fuels, anomalies in ‘the geological column (human 
footprints | alongside ‘dinosaurs and trilobytes, cave paintings of 
dinosaurs), dating methods, especially carbon-14 dating, earth 
magnetism — and moondust depth were given as evidence which tends. to. 
indicate a young age for the earth, according to the Genesis Flood 
model of Whitcomb and Morris. Since a plausible creationist explanation 
exists to explain these observations, the evolutionists must assume 
the burden of proof in explaining the anomalies, and also have a duty: 
to present | the. problems. honestly to their students. 


Mr Grantham-Hill] went. on to say that he saw the conference as. the | 
start of a crusade by creationists; indeed he himself is very active. 

in creationist work in his home area of Devon. However, without in any 
way questioning the need for, or the value of, such a crusading spirit 
among Christians, we must ask whether a conference of this sort, with. 
an indeterminate number. of non-Christians, including reporters, present, 
is the right: place for such an appeal. Evangelical zeal is commendable , 
but is it likely to be effective in an area which calls for reasoned 
scientific debate? Scientifically, Flood geology is no better or 
worse than uniformitarian geology, and although Whitcomb and Morris 
present a very viable hypothesis based on both scripture and physical _ 
evidence, if we pretend that it presents no difficulties we are guilty 
of the dogmatism of which we accuse the evolutionists. 


The film which followed, "The World that perished", was essentially 
a summary of the Whitcomb and Morris approach to Genesis 1-11 and the 
geological evidence. Although basically good, the protracted standard 
American evangelical appeal at the.end was barely relevant to the theme 
of the film, and. certamly out of place in this conference. 
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After lunch " Apemen" was dealt with by M. Bowden, C.Eng. 
Despite the problems and abuses of reconstructions from fossil fragments, 
such reconstructions are freely used in teaching with no indication of 
the scanty evidence on which the familiar drawings of "“apemen" are 
based. The Piltdown Man hoax was a clear indication of the dangers of 
allowing preconceptions to enter into the assessment of evidence, and 
also showed up a lack of knowledge of the expected characteristics of 
a true ape-man transitional form. (Incidentally, Mr Bowden favours 
Teilhard de Chardin as the prime suspect for the hoaxer, and it may not 
be without significance that the scientific community has focussed 
more attention on the possible identity of the hoaxer than has been 
paid to the implications of his success for the whole field of research 
into human origins.) It is probable that the type of association of 
remains from different geological periods, which was deliberately set 
up at Piltdown, may occur by natural coincidence in othef cases and 
similarly deceive the investigators. In this field as in others, 
evidence is often ignored or interpreted in terms of apemen, and | 
Mr Bowden demonstrated using morphological, brain size and paleosociol- 
ogical evidence from the major apeman discoveries, that all show clear 
characteristics of either ape or man, with no real candidate for a _ 
transitional form. In asserting that Australopithecines and 1470 man 
were “almost certainly human" Mr Bowden hinted at a connection between 
their discovery by the Leakies and the activities of Teilhard de Chardin. 


The deficiencies of teaching about Chemistry and Evolution were 
explored by A.J. Monty White, Ph.D. A major problem of chemical 


' evolution is the Tack of evi idence for the supposed reducing primitive 


atmosphere. Even if this were granted, the various attempts to 
reproduce conditions on the primitive earth - Miller's sparking | 
experiments and Fox's proteinoid microspheres - are totally unrealistic, 
and in particular fail to explain why modern proteins are made 
exclusively from the L-isomers of amino acids. The standard reply to 
such criticisms, of course, is that given enough time even the most 

unlikely event will eventually take place. A rapid consideration of 
the probabilities involved did indeed show that the evolution of life 
on a random basis is highly improbable indeed, and we were then swept 
into the still unsupported final conclusion that life needs more than 
chemistry. Personally, I am unimpressed by such reasoning from 
probability estimations ; firstly because many of the assumptions made, 
for instance, in assessing the probability of a protein molecule arising 
with given properties, often make more stringent demands on structure- 
function relationships than nature does; secondly because even after 
making many orders of magnitude corrections for such considerations, 
the probabilities generated are still sufficiently smal] to allow the 
creationist to equate them with zero, while the evolutionist may 
truthfully and triumphantly remind us that any number which can be 
written down is by definition finite and therefore possible. Evolution 
has been called “a mechanism for generaling the improbable". 


Dr White's real message was to point out the fundamental need for 
Christians to start with the Bible and to put science and the Bible 
together in the origins debate. The world mocks at creation and even 
Christians limit God's ability by mocking the idea of a 6-day creation. 
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The real debate is about God and who he is. Now this is a very | 
necessary message but we must take care not to confuse two separate 
issues. For Christians who take God's word seriously, and especially 
for those who are scientists, it is important to work out a consistent 
Biblical view of science and origins which relies not on faith alone 
but on understanding and reason also. For the non-believer the need 
for such understanding is secondary to his need for repentance and 
conversion, and not until the Bible is acknowledged as the inspired 
and infallible Word of God can Genesis 1-3 be properly understood. 

Can we know God and understand His works without first knowing Christ? 


What, then are we to say to the evolutionists? We may certainly. 
hope to persuade them that a Biblical view of origins is as consistent 
with the evidence as the evolutionary hypothesis, and we may ask for 
a more honest presentation of the evidence along with the admission 
that the Theory of Evolution is only the best working hypothesis. 
Acceptance of the Theory of Eyolution is no less a matter of faith 
than is belief in special creation. The conference put across the 
message very clearly to both sides of the debate, and thus succeeded 
admirably in what it set out to do. 


After an interesting question time, for which the speakers were 
joined by Dr T. Hamblin, MRCPath, the Chairman concluded the 
conference by examining the implications of the creation/evolution 
argument to man's relationship with God. The link between Adam and 
Jesus is critical for our salvation, and Jesus himself bears witness 
to the historicity of creation and the flood and demonstrates to us 
that God is in charge of and upholds the world he has created. 


This was a welcome reminder at the close of a conference which, 
although optimistic in mood, presented a bleak picture of the state 

of current teaching on origins. It is clear that in our schools and 
universities the evolutionists have things very much on their side and 
that modern materialistic science will not tolerate any interpretation 
which is based on the Word of God. Of course, this does not surprise 
us, but against such a background it is an encouragement to see so 
many Christians (and others) willing to give up a Saturday in order to 
join in the creation/evolution debate and to make this conference a _ 
success. Let us pray that God's people will be challenged to take His 
word seriously and work out a consistent Biblical view of origins which 
faces up to the scientific evidence. We may yet see the day in which 
evolutionists are obliged to concede that Genesis 1-3 is ano less _ 
scientific statement on origins than is the Theory of Evolution. It 
is not by faith that we are able to see the work of the Creator in. 
Creation; on the contrary, it is they who are without excuse, for 
"ever since God created the world his everlasting power and deity have 
been there for the mind to see in the things he has made ... they made 
nonsense out of logic and their empty minds were darkened". (Romans 
1.20-21, Jerusalem Bible). _ 


Chris Darnbrough 


Chris Darnbrough is a eeseaneh Fellow at the Department of Molecular 
Biology, Edinburgh University. 


THE WATERSHED OF THE EVANGELICAL WORLD 
Dr Francis A. Schaeffer 
There are two reasons in our day for holding a strong, uncompromising 


view of Scripture. First, and foremost, this is the only way to be 
faithful to what the Bible teaches about itself and what Christ teaches 


_ about Scripture. This should be reason enough in itself. But today 


there is a second reason why we should hold a strong uncompromising 
view of Scripture. There are hard days ahead of us - for ourselves and 
for our spiritual and our physical children. And without a strong view 
of Scripture as a foundation, we will not be ready for the hard days 

to come. 


Christianity is no longer providing the consensus for our society. 
And Christianity is no longer providing the consensus upon which our 
law is based. We are in a time when humanism is coming to its natural 
conclusions in morals, in values, and in law. All that society has 
today are relative values based upon statistical averages. 


- The Reformation with its emphasis upon the Bible, in all that it 
teaches, as being the revelation of God, provided a freedom in society 
and yet a form in society as well. Thus, there were freedoms in the 
reformation countries (such as the world had never known before) 
without those freedoms leading to chaos - because both laws and morals 
- had a consensus surrounding them resting upon what the Bible taught. 
That situation is now finished, and we cannot understand society today 
for ourselves, our spiritual and physical children, unless we understand 
in reality what has happened. In retrospect we can see that ever since 
the late 1930's in the United States, the Christian consensus has been 
a minority view and no longer provides a consensus for society in 
morals or law. We who are Bible-believing Christians no longer 
represent the status quo of our society. | | 


The primary emphasis of biblical mniscianiy is the teaching that | 
an individual can.come openly to the holy God upon the basis of the . 
finished work of Christ and that alone. Nothing needs to be added to 
Christ's finished work and nothing can be added to Christ's finished 
work. But at the same time where Christianity provides the consensus, 
as it did in the reformation countries (and did in the United States 
up to a relatively few years ago), Christianity also brings with it 
many secondary blessings. One of these has been titanic freedoms, yet 
without those freedoms leading to chaos, because the Bible's absolutes 
provide a consensus within which freedom can operate. But once the 
Christian consensus has been removed, as it has been today, then the 
very freedoms which have come out of the Reformation become a 
destructive force leading to chaos in society. This is the explanation 
of the destructive sixties. By the sixties, our society had moved to 
the conclusion which resulted from giving up the Christian consensus. 
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In the 1970's most of the young and the old alike have only two 
poor values - personal peace and affluence. Personal peace, as I am 
using it here, is not peace in one's heart. It is rather to live 
undisturbed by the troubles of others across the city or across the 
world. Personal peace is to live my own life form - middle class or 
hippie it does not matter - undisturbed, regardless of the cost to my 
own children and to my own grandchildren. Affluence is an always 
expanding area of things, things, things, and more things. Success is 
having always more possessions. And these two poor values now dominate 
both the young and the old in our culture. 


It wasn't true in the sixties. The youneaters really hoped for 
some thing better and they saw clearly that society was held in the 
grip of personal peace and affluence, but their solutions were wrong. 
They have now gone in a great circle and have given up hope. They are 
caught in the grip of apathy. And most of them now also have only the 
poor values of personal peace and affluence. This is. the situation of 
our society today both at home and abroad. And there are signs that 
some form of authoritarian elite will fill the void and force on society 
a form based on arbitrary absolutes. In such a setting, we who are 
Bible-believing Christians, or our children, face hard days ahead. 
Soft days for evangelical Christians are past and only a strong view 
of Scripture is sufficient to withstand the pressure of an all pervasive 
culture built upon relativism and relativistic thinking. We must 
remember that it was a strong view of the absolutes which the 
infinite-personal God had given in the Old Testament, the revelation 
in Christ, and the then growing New Testament, which enabled the early 
church to withstand the pressure of the Roman Empire. 


But evangelicalism today, altnough growing in numbers as far as the 
name is concerned, tnroughout the world and tne United States, is not 
unitedly standing for a strong view of Scripture. It is for this 
reason that I spoke concerning the matter at the International | 
Congress on World Evangelisation held in Lausanne, Switzerland in 
July 1974. Here is a portion of that. address: | 


We must say if evangelicals are to be evangelicals, we must not 
compromise our view of Scripture. There is no use of evangelicalism 
seeming to get larger and larger, if at the same time appreciable 
parts of evangelicalism are getting soft at that SL is the 
central core, namely the Scriptures. 


We must say with sadness that in some places, seminaries, 
institutions and individuals who are known as evangelicals no 
longer hold to a full view of Scripture. This issue is clear: 

Is the Bible true truth and infallible wherever it speaks, including 
where it touches history and the cosmos, or is it only in some sense © 
revelational where it touches religious subjects? That is the issue. 


The heart of neo-orthodox existential theology is that the Bible 
gives us a quarry out of which to have religious experience, but 
that the Bible contains mistakes where it touches that which is 
verifiable- namely history and science. But unhappily we must say 
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that in some circles this concept now has come into some of that 
which is called evangelicalism. In short, in these circles, the 
neo-orthodox existential theology is being taught under the name 
of evangelicalism. 


The issue is whether the Bible gives propositional truth (that 
is, truth which may be stated in propositions) where. it touches 
history and the cosmos, and this all the way back to pre-Abrahamic 
history, all the way back to the first eleven chapters of Genesis, 
or whether instead of that it is only meaningful where it touches 
that which is considered religious. T.H. Huxley, the biologist, 
the friend of Darwin, the grandfather of Aldous and Julian Huxley, 
wrote in 1890 that he visualised the day not far hence in which 
faith would be separated from all fact, and especially al] 
pre-Abrahamic history, and that faith would then go on triumphant. 
forever. This is an amazing quote for 1890, before the birth of 
existential philosophy or existential theology. He indeed foresaw 
something clearly. I am sure that he and his friends considered © 
this some kind of a joke, because they would have understood well _ 
that if faith is. separated from fact and specifically pre-Abrahamic 
space- -time history, it is only another form of what we today call 
a trip. | 


But canappilye it is not only the avowedly neo-orthodox 
existential theologians who now hold that which T.H. Huxley foresaw, 
but some who call themselves evangelicals as well. This may come 
from the theological side in saying that not all the Bible is 
revelational, or it may come from the scientific side in saying 
that the Bible teaches little or nothing when it speaks of the 
cosmos. 


Martin Luther said: "If I profess with the loudest voice and 
clearest exposition every portion of the truth of God except 
precisely that little point which the world and the devil are at 
the moment attacking, I am not confessing Christ, however boldly 
I may be professing Christ. Where the battle rages there the 
loyalty of the soldier is proved and to be steady on all the battle | 
front besides, is mere: flight and disgrace if he flinches at fiat | 
point." 


In our day that point is the question of Scripture. Holding to 
a strong view of Scripture or not holding to it is the watershed of 
the evangelical world. 


The first direction in which we must face is to say most lovingly 
but clearly: Evangelicalism is not consistently evangelical unless 
there is a line drawn between those who take a full view of 
Scripture and those who do not. 


The existential methodology has infiltrated that which is called 


evangelicalism. The existential methodology dominates philosophy, art, 
music, and general culture such as the novel, poetry and the cinema. 
It is also the current, dominate form of liberal theology. What is 
this? This position is that in the area of reason, the Bible has many 
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mistakes in it. In the area of history and where the Bible touches 
the cosmos - that is, those places where the Bible touches that which 
is of interest to science - the Bible has many mistakes. But 
nevertheless, we can hope for some sort of religious experience in 

a sort of upper story in spite of the fact that the Bible contains 
mistakes. That is the present dominant form of liberal theology. 


But unhappily this form of theology is now functioning in many places 

under the name of evangelicalism. It began a few years ago like this 

in certain evangelical circles: Where the Bible touches history and 
the cosmos there are mistakes. But, nevertheless, it was stressed, 
we can still continue to hold on to the meaning system, the value 
system and the religious things which the Bible teaches. Here are 
two quotations from men widely separated geographically across the 
world to show what I mean by the acceptance of the fact that in the 
area where the reason operates the Bible contains mistakes. These are 
men in evenger lca) circles. | : 


But there are some today who regard the Bible's plenary and verbal 
inspiration as insuring its inerrancy not only in its declared 
intention to recount and interpret God's mighty redemptive acts, 
but also in any and in all of its incidental statements or aspects 
of statements that have to do with such non-revelational matters. 
as geology, meteorology, cosmology, botany, astronomy, geography, etc. 


In other words the Bible is divided into halves. To someone like 
myself this is all very familiar - in the writings of Jean Paul Sartre, 
of Albert Camus, of Martin Heidegger, of Karl Jaspers and in the case 
of thousands of modern people who have accepted the existential 
methodology. This quotation is saying the same thing they would say, 
but specifically relating this existential methodology to the Bible. 


Another quote. This is a translation from another language and a 
country far off from the United States. 


More problematic in my estimation is the fundamentalist extension 
of the principle of non-contradictory Scripture to include the 
historic, geographic, statistical and other biblical statements, 
which do not touch in every case on the questions of salvation and 
which belong to the human element of Scripture. 


Both of these statements do the same thing. They make a dichotomy. 
They make a division. They say that there are mistakes in the Bible, 
but nevertheless we are to keep hold of the religious things. This is 
the way the existential methodology has come into evangelical circles. 


Now look with me at what the Lausanne Covenant says about Scripture. 


We affirm the divine inspiration, truthfulness and authority of 
both Old and New Testament Scriptures in their entirety as the only 
written Word of God, without error in all that it affirms, and the 
only infallible rule of faith and practice. 


oe 


I ought to say that the little phrase “without error in all that it 
affirms" was not a part of my own contribution to the Lausanne Congress. 
I didn't know that phrase was going to be included in the Covenant 
until I saw it in its final printed form. But let me speak about why 
historically it 1s a proper statement, if the words are dealt with 
fairly. We are not saying the Bible is without error in the things it 
does not affirm. And one of the clearest examples, of course, iS where 
the Bible says, “The fool hath said in his heart, there is no God." 

Tne Bible does not teach there is no God. The Bible does not affirm 
that. Furthermore, we are not saying the Bible is without error in 
all the projections which people have made on the basis of the Bible. 
So that statement, as it appeared in the Lausanne Covenant, is a 
perfectly proper statement in itself. However, as soon as I saw it in 
its printed form I knew it was going to be abused. In August 1975, 

Dr Billy Graham wrote me as follows: "I was thinking of writing a 
brief booklet on ‘In all that it affirms' which I took to mean the 
entire Bible. Unfortunately, this statement is being made a loophole 
by many." 


Unhappily, this statement, “in all that it affirms," has indeed 
been made a loophole by many. How has it been made a loophole? It 
has been made a loophole through the existential methodology which 
would say that the Bible affirms the value system and certain religious 
things set forth in the Bible. But on the basis of the existential 
methodology these men say in the back of their minds, even as they sign 
the Covenant: "But the Bible does not affirm without error that which 
it teaches in the area of history and the cosmos." 


Because of the widely accepted existential methodology in certain 
parts of the evangelical community the old words infallibility, 
inerrancy and without error are meaningless today unless some phrase 
is added such as: the Bible is without error not only when it speaks 
of values, the meaning system and religious things, but it is also 
without error when it speaks of history and the cosmos. If some such 
phrase is not added, these words today are meaningless. "Infallibility" 
is used today by men who do not apply it to the whole of Scripture, but 
only to the meaning system, to the value system and certain religious 
things, leaving out any place where the Bible speaks of history and 
the things which would interest science. 


Those weakening the Bible in the area of history and where it touches 
the cosmos do so by saying these things in the Bible are culturally 
oriented. That is, in places where the Bible speaks of history and 
the cosmos it only shows forth views held by the culture of the day in 
which that portion of the Bible was written. For example, when Genesis 
and Paul affirm, as they clearly do, that Eve came from Adam, this is 
Said to be only borrowed from the general cultural views of the day in 
which these books were written. Thus not just the first eleven chapters 
of Genesis, but the New Testament is seen to be relative instead of 
absolute. 


But let us realise that one cannot begin such a process without 
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going still further. These things have gone further among some who | 
still call themselves evangelicals. They have been still trying to hold 
on to the value system, the meaning system and the religious things - 
given in the Bible, but for them the Bible is only culturally oriented 
where it speaks of history and the cosmos. Now in the last couple of 
years an extension has come to this. Now, certain moral absolutes in 
the area of personal relationships given in the Bible are also said 

to be culturally oriented. I will give you two examples. There could 
be others. 


First, easy divorce and remarriage. What the Bible clearly teaches 
about the limitations placed upon divorce and remarriage is now put © 
by some evangelicals in the area of cultural orientation. They say 
these were just the ideas of that moment when the New Testament was 
written. What the Bible teaches on these matters is to them only one 
more culturally oriented thing and that is all. There are members, 
elders and ministers in churches known as evangelical who no longer 
feel bound by what the Scripture affirms concerning this matter. They 
say that what the Bible teaches in this area is culturally oriented 
and is not to be taken as an absolute. | 


The same is true in the area of the clear biblical teaching 
regarding order in the home and the church. The.moral commands in 
regard to this order are now also considered culturally oriented by. 
some speakers and writers under the name of evangelical. | 


In other words, in the last five or six years the situation has 
moved from hanging on to the value system, the meaning system and the 
religious things while saying that what the Bible affirms in regard 
to history and the cosmos is culturally oriented to the further step 
of still trying to hold on to the value system, the meaning system 
and religious things, but now lumping these moral commands along with 
the things of history and the cosmos as culturally oriented. There. 
is no end to this. The Bible is made to say only that which echoes 
the surrounding culture at our moment of history. The Bible is bent 
to the culture instead of the Bible judging our society and culture. 


Once men and women begin to go down the path of the existential 
methodology under the name of evangelicalism, the Bible is no longer 
the Word of God without error - each part may be eaten away step by ~ 
step. When men and women come to this place, what then has the Bible 
become? It has become what the Liberal Theologians said it was back 
in the days of the twenties and the thirties. Do you remember Howard 
and Trumbull of the old Sunday School Times? They were men of God 
weeping their hearts out in issue after issue of the Sunday School 
Times, pointing out that the Bible was constantly being devalued. We 
are back in the days of Howard and Trumbull, as well as scholars like 
J. Gresham Machen who pointed out that the foundation upon which | 
Christianity rests was being destroyed. What is that foundation? It 
is that the infinite-personal God who exists has not been silent, but 
has spoken propositional truth in all that the Bible teaches - 
including what it teaches concerning history, concerning the cosmos 
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and in moral absolutes as well as what it teaches concerning religious 
subjects. 


What is the use of evangelicalism seeming to get larger and larger 
if significant numbers of those under the name of evangelical no longer 
hold to that which makes evangelicalism evangelical? If this continues, 
we are not faithful to what the Bible claims for itself and we are not 
faithful to what Jesus Christ claims for the Scriptures. But also - 
let us never forget - if this continues we and our children will not 
be ready for the difficult days ahead. 


Furthermore, if we acquiesce we will no longer be the redeeming 
salt for our culture - a culture which is committed to the concept that 
both morals and laws are only a matter of cultural orientation, of 
statistical averages. That is the hallmark - the mark of our age. 

And if we are marked with the same mark, how can we be the redeeming 
salt to this broken, fragmented generation in which we live? 


I would like to state again the last line which dealt with the 
Scripture in my Lausanne speech: "The first direction in which we must 
face is to say most lovingly but clearly: Evangelicalism is not 
consistently evangelical unless there is a line drawn between those 
who take a full view of Scripture and those who do not." A line must 
be drawn if evangelicals in this country and other countries throughout 
the world are to be ready for the strenuous days ahead. Those, who 
under God's hand have the leadership of evangelicalism, must have the 
courage to draw a line, and do it publicly, between those who take a 
full view of Scripture and those who have accepted the existential 
methodology. If we don't, we have cut the ground from under the feet 
of our children and we have destroyed any hope of being redeeming salt 
to the surrounding relativistic culture. | 


You cannot wait for others to draw the line. You must draw the line. 
Will it be with tears? I hope it will be with tears. I remember as a 
young man in the 1930's when harshness and unlove reigned, but harshness 
and unlove do not need to reign when the line is drawn. It can be with 
tears and it can be with love. But unless those who have the 
responsibility of leadership are willing to draw the line, they cut 
the ground from under the Church of our Lord Jesus Christ. 


We who bear the name evangelical need to be unitedly those who have 
the same view of Scripture as William Cowper had when he wrote the 
hymn, The Spirit Breathes Upon the Word. In contrast to any concept 
of the Bible being borrowed through cultural orientation, the 2nd verse 
of that hym reads: 


A glory gilds the sacred page, 
Majestic, like the sun: 

It gives a light to every age; 
It gives, but borrows none. 





We are grateful to Dr Schaeffer who kindly offered us this address, 
first given in the USA. 
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YouU' VE GOT TO BELIEVE THIS! 


- a’ contribution to the debate about origins. 


Keith Stokes 


Alice laughed 

"There's no use trying" she said. 

"One can't believe impossible things." 

"I dare say you haven't had much practice" said the Queen. 

"When I was your age, I did it for half an hour a day. 

Why sometimes I’ve believed as many as Six impossible things before 
breakfast." 


Lewis Carroll 


"When men cease to believe in seit they do not believe in nothing, 
they believe in anything.” 


G.K. Chesterton 


Our aim in writing must be clarified at once. We will focus upon 
the foundational presuppositions of the evolutionary model! and subject 
them to critical scientific evaluation. However, we are neither 
setting out directly to ‘disprove’ this model nor to 'prove' the 
Biblical concept of Creation, and our procedure does not depend upon 
a literalistic© interpretation of the Bible. We maintain that the 
faith required to believe in the Evolutionary Model is of the same 
order, if not greater than that exercised by a Christian when he 
believes the Bible to be God's Word, Christ to be God's Son and 
ever YON be God's work. 


Evolution: what do we mean by it? 


Definitions are important, particularly in a jargon-studded field 
such as origins. Can I begin by providing a popular and typical 
statement of the ‘Theory of Evolution’? viz:- 


"Millions of years ago, lifeless matter acted upon by natural 
forces gave rise to one or more minute living organisms which 
have since evolved into all living and extinct plants and animals." 


One implication of such a model is clearly expressed by Prof. J.Z. Young, 


who says "There is a father-son relationship between the lungfish and 
Man." 


If you are inclined to accept these statements of the evolutionary 
model, perhaps I may draw your attention to the sub-hypotheses or 
presuppositions which you must necessarily accept as integral foundations 
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or components of this model. Let us begin by noting, and then 
-considering in some detail two of the most important poseureres 
namely that:- 


I. Abiogenesis or spontaneous generation occurred, i.e. lifeless 
matter became living. 7 } 


II. All plants and animals, living and extinct, evolved from the 
first living organisms. 


I. THE SPONTANEOUS GENERATION GAP 


The Evolutionary Model may be represented diagrammatically by a. 

' tower (or folly:) of individual building blocks, (Fig. 1), which 
represent the presuppositions inherent in the model. From one 
perspective, these blocks are the foundations (of. presuppositions) 

of the model, which ostensibly, they support. From another perspective, 
these blocks supposedly cohere and thereby constitute the model (as 

- sSub-hypotheses). However, in reality, most of these blocks do not’ 
rest firmly upon each other. There are larger or smaller gaps between 
them because of the lack of hard scientific evidence to confirm the 

_ possible or actual continuous progres= ton enyough: me sequence of 

— hypothetical events they. represent. 


The diagram i osevetRe the fact that the assumption of spontaneous 
generation (block 5) is dependent upon several other prior conditions 
(blocks 1-4). It is suggested that lightning: flashes in a primitive | 
reducing atmosphere (block 1) produced simple compounds (block 2) which 
polymerised to form complex macromolecules (block 3) which eventually 
happened to have the necessary arrangement of biomonomers within their 
structure to possess biological activity (block 4)..- Not only were 
these requirements: achieved, but this assemblage of inanimate material 
became animate, acquiring living characteristics (block 3). | 


The absence of definitive evidence for this evolutionary progression 
begins with the lack of conclusive evidence for a primaeval reducing - 
atmosphere. For if the primitive atmospheric composition were largely 
determined by the outgassing of volcanoes, as many geologists believe, 
then it would have been oxidising, not reducing. ‘However, everioonng 
this problem, it is assumed that amino-acids in significant 
concentrations were formed from reducing gases as the result of 
electrical discharges. The well known laboratory experiments of 
Stanley Miller supposedly represent such a Scenario, but there are 
several problems with his procedure. Firstly, the reaction products 
were skilfully isolated as they were formed and thereby removed from 
the destructive influence of the electrical discharge zone of the 
reaction vessel. Such compounds formed naturally by lightning would 
have been readily decomposed to insignificant concentrations by the | 
U.V. component of solar radiation. Secondly, the isolation of these 
amino acid products would have the effect of enhancing the total | 
quantity of products well beyond the normal equilibrium yield of the 
reaction. Again, these yields would not be achieved "naturally" without 
such intelligent intervention. 


: THE EVOLUTIONARY MODEL 


6. AT] organisms originated 
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The most widely canvassed polymerisation reaction for such amino 
acids (if sufficient amounts were previously formed) is dependent upon 
temperatures of 175°C and the absence of water. The flanks of 
volcanoes have been proposed as an environment having the required 
temperature. The major component of gaseous volcanic products, 
however, is water vapour - making for very unsuitable wet conditions. 


Let us suppose that this and other environmental inconsistencies 
were satisfied. For any resultant polypeptides (and nucleic acids) 
to possess biological activity their constituent biomonomers must be 
arranged in a correct sequence. For a polypeptide chain of 150 amino 
acid units from a fairly small protein, (if only 10 different types of © 
amino acid units were considered, rather than the usual 20) then the _— 
maximum number of different possible sequences in which the amino acids 
could be arranged would be 10150, By contrast the number of atoms in 
the universe is estimated to be merely (!) 1076. Nevertheless, in 
order to possess biological activity, stringently precise sequence 
requirements. obtain- For example, the disease known as 
sickle cell anaemia results from a very minor apnomnan ty in the — 
haemoglobin polypeptide Sequence. 


In our diagram. of the evolutionary model, the stability! of each 
block is dependent upon the firmness of those beneath. Yet the 5th 
block, of spontaneous generation, ‘miraculous ly" floats in mid air 
even more than the others. Ever since the naive equabyel- 


rags + wheat = mice, 


men have toyed with the idea of living organisms arising opnneaneously: 
from non-living matter - until, that is, the classic experiments of 
Louis Pasteur in the second half of the nineteenth century. These 
experiments led to the discovery of air-borne bacteria and convincingly 
closed the book on the possibility of spontaneous generation. However 
this book must now be reopened if the modern evolutionary model is to | 
be sustained. Yet even the most sophisticated and painstaking © 
experiments of molecular biology directed towards this goal of 
spontaneous generation have achieved little more than the replication 
of biologically active material initially present within the experimental 
system. “The macromolecule to cell transition", to quote Green and 
Goldberger, "is a jump of fantastic dimensions which lies beyond the 
range of testable hypothesis. In this area all is conjecture. "4 In 

a closed. system that which is wholly inanimate remains inanimate. 


II. FROM IMPOSSIBLE PARENTS TO AN IMPROBABLE FAMILY 


For the reasons we have considered it seems unrealistic for the blocks 
above to be Supported by the blocks beneath, which are neither firm nor 
do they cohere. Particularly we may note the gap of “fantastic 
dimensions"4 between blocks 4 and 5. It follows that the topmost 
block, no. 6, is likewise built on thin air since those below are 
insubstantial. Nevertheless it is desirable that we should subject 
this second major hypothesis to independent examination. 
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The essence of this second major presupposition is that all living 
and extinct plants and animals (an improbable family) evolved from 
the first spontaneously generated organism(s) (an impossible parent). 
The evidence cited to support this contention is principally the 
fossilised remains of once-living plants and animals. Nevertheless, 
we must be quite clear about what is required to be demonstrated. We 
cannot be satisfied with anything less than unambiguous evidence of 
evolution between groups of organisms. Mere evidence of variation 
within groups is quite insufficient. 


Before proceeding any further we need to clarify wepertant facts 
concerning fossil evidence. 


Firstly, the fossil record is very limited in the information it 
provides. The majority of fossils are marine invertebrates. The 
remains of other life forms are rare indeed. Fossils are remains, 
casts or imprints of animals that once lived. The soft parts of 
animals decay and are lost. Some information may be deduced concerning 
the soft parts, for example, the extent of the mantle and position of 
the adductor muscles in lamellibranchs; but the vast majority of 
information relates specifically to the hard parts. 


Moreover, for each fossil preserved, palaeontologists have 
estimated that one million have been destroyed. For insects, the 
number is estimated at several millions. How representative, 
therefore, of any population is a particular specimen under investigation? 
This ques tion becomes even more significant when dealing with 
vertebrate remains. 


Secondly, it should be noted and remembered that the geological 
column - the pictorial representation of the sedimentary rocks from 
Cambrian to recent - is not to be found anywhere in the world. It 1s 
a composite model. Sequences are hypothetically built upon other — 
sequences when the top of a sequence in one locality appears to 
coincide with the bottom of another sequence in a different locality. 


Thirdly, the earliest known fossils (excluding the. controversial 
'Pre-Cambrian' remains) are found in the system of sedimentary rocks 
known as the Cambrian. These fossils are not a collection of the 
simplest animals that ever lived, as might be expected. Seven major — 
animal groups are represented and there is evidence to suggest that — 
some of them are even more specialised than their modern counterparts. 


With this background information in mind we must also note that 
examples of Evolution which are frequently quoted are incapable of 
demonstrating proof for our second major spresuph cee eon; Two common 
examples are:- | | 


(a) The Ammonites and their progression from Goniatites in the 
‘Mid-Devonian’ to the ornate Ammonites of the ‘Cretaceous’. 


(b) The Lamellibranchs and their progression in the lower Lias. Here 
Ostrea regularis 7s Said to be seen to evolve into Gryphea incurvus. 


sis 


What do the fossil remains of such animals indicate? They suggest 
that within a group of animals called, e.g. Ammonites, there is evidence 
that modification within the group may have occurred (and may possibly 
have been manifested over a period of time). It is impossible to 
verify anything. More important still, it is a non-sequitor of the 
first order to suggest that this kind of (within-group) evidence has 
any direct bearing upon the quest ron of between-group evolution, upon 
which the Model depends . 


Finally, we note that evidence to Support the line of continuous 
descent is singularly lacking. The absence of intermediate (or 
transitional) forms, which Darwin acknowledged to be a major weakness 
of “his theory", continues toembarrass contemporary protagonists of | 
the “theory”. 


The second major evolutionary proposition leans heavily on the | 
fossil evidence. This evidence is limited both in extent and 
‘information. The usual examples of Evolution so often quoted are 
meaningless in the debate. The Model continues to be at its weakest 
where its claims are the strongest. Between-group Evolution can not 
be demonstrated from the fossil evidence. — 


To accept the Biblical account of Creation as historical narrative 
Is said correctly to be an act of faith. It is equally true that to 
accept the above evolutionary presuppositions is also an act of faith. 
The assertions made cannot be proven. Furthermore the scientific 
evidence does little to confirm and in places actually undermines. 
them. The Biblical account of Creation states the origin of life and 
its preservation upon this planet to be the work of an all-powerful God. 


The concept of God having the power required to under-write His 

- works of Creation is alien to the mind-set of 20th Century man. The 
contemporary view of God held by secular men is often a composite of 
tin-pot deity, celestial geriatric, cosmis constable, and heavenly 
clockmaker. With such an image before one, rejection is the only 
logical action. However, demonstrations of the power of the living God 
have occurred on many occasions in space and time. They have been 
witnessed to and recorded for our instruction in the 01d and New ~ 
Testaments of the Bible. The most notable of God's mighty works is 
the Resurrection of Jesus Christ - the inauguration of the New Creation. 
Following the Resurrection, Jesus appeared to many people at a variety 
of times and locations, and on one occasion to an assembly of 500. 


The Biblical view of Creation - that God created the world in 6 days 
of 24 hours, is today rejected as ridiculous by al] except a small but 
growing minority. Such a belief does present problems, but most of the 
problems are born of a scientistic rationale which is inherently 
materialistic (anti-spiritual). There is no such thing as neutral 
science. | 


The Biblical view of Creation, I personally believe, makes far more 
sense of the world in which we live. The discontinuous nature of the 
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fossil record, the stratigraphical inconsistencies, the complexity of 
living forms and organs, together represent a major objection to the. 
mode] of Evolution, which can not be lightly dismissed. , 


~The Biblical account requires. neither impossible chemistry nor 


unconvincing. geology. It does require, and is met by; an almighty 


God, 


_knowable today through Jesus Christ. 


Notes and References. 


1 


The word ‘theory' cannot be used correctly to describe the 
evolutionary hypothesis concerning the origin and development 
of life. A theory is something which is capable of verification 
or dismissal] by scientific investigations. Evolution cannot be 


evaluated in this way and so will be described here as a ‘model. 


A literalistic interpretation takes every statement of scripture 
at its face value. For example, in Psalm 22, v. 12, “bulls of 


Bashan" would be interpreted literalistically as fierce livestock. 
Most evangelical Christians would hold to an interpretation of =~ 
| Scripture consistent with the type of literature at the place in ~ 


question. Therefore within a Hebrew poem (Psalm), "bulls of 
Bashan" would be interpreted: as a ENSUE OEE expression referring 


to the enemies of the Psalmist. 


J.Z. Young, An Introduction to the study of Man, 0.U.P. 1971. 


D.E. Greene: and R.E. “Goldberaer, Molecular r_Ins ights into the: 
uving Process. Academic Press, ew Yor ‘ De 
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NATURAL SCIENCES AND WORLD ORIGINS 
> a classified mibNicaraphy 


David Watts 





These publications are mainly concerned withthe relationship between: 
science and Biblical creation, together.with purely Scientific approaches | 
to origins. It follows that apart from a few general works.;in the first 
section, full coverage is not given to other classes of literature. ... = 
The type of books which are excluded from this list will be the subject | 
of separate bibliographies and they may be classified as. follows: 


(i) Books by leading Theistic Evolutionists. 

(771) A full range of popular and introductory studies including books. . 
for children. 

(i117) Biblical exegesis and exposition of Genesis, etc. 

_ (iv) Apologetics and philosophy of science. 

_(v) Journals dealing with Origins. 

(vi) Academic papers and popular articles from Journals. 


Works by secular writers critical of evolutionary dogma have been 
‘included and. these are marked Py. an asterisk. 


Availability of Books 


Most of these publications are available from:- 
Send the Light Trust, P 0 Box 48, Bromley, Kent. 


~ presbyterian and. Reformed Publishing Co. (P.R.P.C. ) books and other U.S. 
titles are also available from:- : 
_ The Christian Bookshop, 12 Forrest Road, peeinpere EH] vem 
Tel: 031-225 6937 


The Evangelical Bookshop, ie College Square East, Belfast. 
‘Tel: 0232-20529 


A. INTRODUCTORY AND FOUNDATIONAL ISSUES 


1. Genesis in Bos" and Time by Francis A. Schaeffer. Hodder and 
tougnton, pp. | 


-- a Biblical approach to origins, in modern idiom. — 


2. Bone of Contention: Is Evolution True?. by Sylvia Baker. Evangelical 
press, > Pp. 
A valuable popular critique of evolution. 


3: From Nothing to Nature by Edgar H. Andrews. Evangelical Press, 
> Pp 


A comprehensive survey of the field, by a distinguished scientist, 
combining an accurate, penetrating grasp of the issues with an 
engaging style. 


10. 


VW. 


l2. 


. Philosophy, 
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The Bible, Natural Science and Evolution by Russel] W. Maatman 
Reformed FeTTowship, Inc. Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1970, pp. 165 
The first part of the book expounds the radical differences between 
Christian and Non-Christian approaches to science. The second part 


examines briefly the major evolutionary hypotheses one by one and» 
finds them wanting on both Biblical and scientific grounds. 


RP ie ; A Christian Approach by Robert J. Ream 








pp. 
A helpful introduction to science for both teacher and student; 
includes application of principles to classroom teaching. 


science and the sovereignty of God by Vern S: Poy thress 








» Pp. 
A profound and “thoroughgoing Biblical approach to science and the 
philosophy of science which amply repays patient Sa i 


Symposium on Creation, edited by Gary North 


The Journal of Christian Reconstruction vol. 1] (No. 1) 1974 


Chalcedon Publications, California, pp. ee 


A stimulating collection of articles. 


Focus on Creation, edited by David C. Watts and David-J. Tyler 


Rainbow Press, De erby , 1978, pp. 52 . 


_ Conference papers dealing in a concise and somewhat cain 


manner with basic aspects of creation and origins. 


Is Evolution Scientific? by Edgar H. er Press, 
pp: evar es 


A positive presentation of the nature of scientific theory and method. 


The scientific status of ‘Evolution’ is shown to be very questionable. 


Religion and the Rise of Modern Science by R. Hooykaas. Scottish 
Academic Press, 2, pp. _ | 


An historical approach, showing the key influence of the Biblical 


world-view of Reformers and Puritans upon Sonya negery Science. 


An Open-University set book. 


Reli ious Origins of Modern Science by Eugene M. Klaaren. 
Eerdmans , ra74 


Expands the thesis of Hooykaas , above. 


Darwin: Before and After by Robert E.D. Clark Paternoster Press, 1948 
An examination of the factors both scientific and personal that led 
Darwin to publish 'The Origin of Species’. The effects upon society, 
both academic and general, of the implications of Darwinianism are 

also evaluated. This book is of renewed interest in view of the 

recent BBC TV series on The Voyage of Charles Darwin. 
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COSMOGONY AND AGE-DATING METHODS 


The Origin of the Universe by Harold S. Slusher. ICR Technical 
Monograph, San Diego, California, 1978. 

An examination and critique of both the Big-Bang and. Steady-State 
cosmogonies. 


The Age of the Solar System by Harold S. Slusher and Stephen J. 
Duursma. ICR fecnical Monograph, San Diego, California, 1978. 

A study of the Poynting-Robertson effect - the fall of inter-planetary 
dust into the sun as a result of solar radiation pressures. This 


phenomenon indicates a relatively young age for the solar system. - 


The Age of the Earth by Harold S. Slusher and Thomas P. Ganwell. 
ICR Technical Monograph, San Diego, California, 1978. 

An analysis of the rate of the earth's cooling, including the 
influence of radioactivity which, according to the authors, implies 
a relatively short period of cooling and hence age of the planet. 


_ (Note also B6, below, p. 80-85) 


The Origin and Destiny of the Earth's Magnetic Field 

by Thomas G. Barnes. ICR Technical Monograph, San Diego, California, 
1973, pp. 64 : 

An analysis of the nature and experimental rate-of-decay of the 
earth's magnetic field which - on the basis of certain 
(“"uniformitarian") assumptions - indicates a relatively ‘young’ age 


for the earth. 


Critique of Radiometric Dating by Harold S. Slusher. ICR Technical 
Monograph, San Diego, California, 1973, pp. 46 

A study of the principles, assumptions and methods of the major 
dating techniques, which highlights their limitations. 


Prehistory and Earth Models * by Melvin A. Cook. London: Max 
Parrish, 1366, pp. 353 


This stimulating interdisciplinary volume devotes four chapters to 
detailed criticism of the majority of dating methods. 


EARTH AND LUNAR SCIENCES 


The Genesis Flood: The Biblical Record and its Scientific inp Ticat tons 
y John C. Whitcomb and Henry M. Morris. Evangelical Press, » pp. 518 
This classic volume offers a complete re-structuring of the palaeon- 
tological and stratification evidence. Although ridiculed in some 
circles it has stimulated many scientists to re-evaluate their thinking 


in this area. A less technical presentation of this thesis is given 


by J.C. Whitcomb in The Early Earth. 
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Creation and the Flood; An altemative to Flood Geology and 

eistic Evolution by Dav oung. Baker Book House, Grand 
Rapids, 19/7, pp. 217 ° 
This is a significant volume in which the author seeks to highlight 
several scientific problems facing 'Flood Geology’. However, 
considering the fluidity of geological theories, particularly in 
the area of plate tectonics, these problems are far from insuperable. 
Despite the author's acceptance of the special creation of man 
and the reality of a past universal flood, he has a defective 
understanding of the Fall and its consequences. Moreover, his 
argumentation is methodologically inconsistent. , 


The Moon: Its Creation, Form and Significance by John C. Whitcomb 
and Donald B. De Young. B.M-H. Books, Winona Lake, Indiana, 1978, . 
pp. 180 | | | 
This book offers a Biblical framework for organising Lunar science, 
and within this framework presents and discusses the findings of . 
the US Apollo moon project. The plan is wel] conceived and well 
executed; a magnificent exposition of the subject. In particular, 
naturalistic explanations of the moon's origins are well reviewed 
and criticised. 7 


Rock Strata and the Bible Record edited by Paul A. Zimmerman. 
Concordia Publishing House, 1970, pp 

This book contains an interesting but rather mixed collection of 
essays from different standpoints. Some contributors accept the 
uniformitarian geological column without question but others are 
much more critical. Particularly valuable is the chapter by 


John W. Klotz on Assumptions in Science and Palaeontology. 


Speak to the Earth: Creationist Studies in Geo-science edited by 
ceorge F. Howe. P.R.P.C. 


A classified anthology of technical articles from the Creation 
Research Society Quarterly (1969-1974). 


The Nature of the Stratigraphical Record * by Derek V. Ager. 
Macmillan, 1973, pp. 114 


The author, an eminent British geologist, adopts a non-conventional 
attitude to the uniformitarian geological column, believing that a 
somewhat ‘'catastrophist' picture of earth history emerges from the 
Study of the rock strata. 


Note also Melvin A. Cook (B6, above), especially chapters 5-14. 


CHEMICAL EVOLUTION AND THE ORIGIN OF LIFE 


Speculations and Experiments Related to Theories on the Origin of 
Life: A Critique By D.T. Gish. ICR Technical Monograph, ean Diego, 
California, 377 4) 

A thoroughly documented monograph which analyses the various aspects 


of the molecular evolution concept and argues the impossibility of — 
simple chemicals evolving by naturalistic stages to form a living cell. 
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- The Creation of Life: A Cybernetic Approach to Evolution by 
A.E. Wilder-Smith. Harold-Show Publishers. Wheaton, ITTinois, 
1970, pp. 269 


A valuable book, similar in aim to DI, above, but more discursive 
in style, and therefore more readable for the non-specialist. | 


a Chemical Evolution: An Examination of Current Ideas by S. E. Aw. 
niversity Education Press (Singapore) , > pp. ; 
Another up-to- date, well documented critique. | 


Evolution: Possible or Impossible? by James F. Coppedge. 
ondervan, Grand: Rapids, > pp. 

This splendid book criticises Chemical Evolution by means of 

probability theory calculations. The discussion is well within the 

~ reach of any reasonably ‘numerate' student. | 


. Origin of Life by Richard P. Bliss and Gary E. Parker. 
- Creation-Life Publishers, San Diego, California. 


A student workbook on this subject. 


BIOLOGICAL EVOLUTION 


. ‘Biology: A Search for Order in Complexity’ edited by | 

_ John oore and Haro Jusner. Zondervan Grand ‘Rapids, 1970, 
pp. 595 
- an excellent textbook introduction to Biology which is not. 


biased in favour of evolution. Academic level varies from C.S.E. 
to Ist year University! 


Flaws in the Theory of Evolution by Evan Shute. P.R.P.C., 1976, 
pp. 


Issues in general and human Biology considered by a Canadian 
Surgeon. This careful and non-dogmatising treatment is especially 
useful on fossil evidence. 


Evolution and the Christian Faith by Bolton Davidheiser. 

(Ree las J, pp. | | : 
Presents a synoptic history of evolutionary thought, followed by a 
good survey of the biological problems confronting evolution. The 
author takes the reader through some of his own struggles, having 
earned his Ph.D. in genetics whilst still an atheist. 


Darwin Retried * by Norman Macbeth. Gambit, Inc., Boston, Mass. 
edition available in UK from STL) pp. 178 © 

A well documented and witty exposure of the logical weaknesses of 

biological evolutionary theory and methodology, by a Harvard- 

trained lawyer. The book is commended by Sir Karl Popper, the 

eminent philosopher of science. 


Implications of Evolution * by G.A. Kerkut. Pergamon Press, 1960. 
The author, who is favourably disposed to evolutionary philosophy, 
highlights numerous problems facing contemporary evolutionary 
theories. 


8. 
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Introduction * to the 1959 (Everyman) reprint of Darwin's Origin 
of Species by W.R, Thompson. (This ‘Introduction’ is itself 
reprinted by the E.P.M.) 

The distinguished author offers no alternative to evolution, but 
insists that the theory is contrary to scientific evidence - so 
much so that he feels it has impeded the progress of biology and 
related disciplines. | 


Mathematical cpanenges to the Neo-Darwinian Interpretation of 
volution edited by Pau oornead and Martin P. Kaplan. 

Ihe Wister Institute Press, Philadelphia, 1967. 

An important symposium in which a group of mathematical biologists 


challenge their colleagues' Neo-Darwinian tenets, without, however, 
offering a positive alternative. 


Adaptation, Evolution and Teleolo by Ieuan Davies. Newton 
Scientific Association, London, roy7, pp. 16 

A technical discussion of the extent to which adaptation is. 
possible in plants, together with a perspective upon the oes 


presuppositions held by evolutionary geneticists. 


A New Critique of the Transformist Principle in eyoiueionay Biolo 
y Jwd. uy vene e . J.H. Kok, Kampen, Netherlands, 





Note also A2, above, rer an introductory sketch of Sal 
Pe eieRe | 


THE FOSSIL RECORD 


‘£9584 1s in Focus' by J. Kerby Anderson and Harold G. Coffin. 


Zondervan, Grand Rapids, in USA; Paternoster Press, in UK, 1977, pp 95. 
- In this study, various models of origins are considered and the 
strengths and weaknesses of these models are evaluated in the 

light of the fossil record of invertebrates, vertebrates and plants. 
The creation model is shown to fit the data of. paleontology most 
directly. 


Evolution: The Fossils say No: by D.T. Gish. Creation-Life 
Publishers, San Diego, California, 1973, pp. 129 a 
Similar in aim to Fl, above. 


Ape-Men: Fact or Fallacy? by Malcolm Bowden. Sovereign 
Publications, Bromley, Kent, 1977, pp. 196 

A critical examination of the evidence, particularly relating to 
early Homo~Sapiens, Pekin, Java and Neandertal Men and the African 


fossil finds. 


Note also C4, above, particularly the chapter on Human Fossils. 
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MAN'S NATURE AND ORIGIN 


Man's Origin: Man's Destiny by A.E. Wilder-Smith. Telos- 
International/Marshall, Morgan and Scott, 1974, pp. 320 | 


+ Awide ranging book, neither too technical nor too simplistic, by 


a distinguished scientist. 


‘Genesis and Early Man' by Arthur C. Custance. Zondervan, 
Grand Rapids, 1a 78; pp. 33] 


- a collection of original papers in anthropology and origins from — 
a Biblical perspective by an author qualified in oriental 
languages and anthropology. 


‘Providence Lost: A Critique of Darwinism' by Richard Spilsbury. 
Oxford University Press, 178; pp. 13 
- the author, a philosopher of science, seeks to demonstrate that 


man is a creature apart from the animals, unique in his values, 
creative capacities and language. 


. The Essence of Human Nature by Mark P. Goeuie ve. Christian Free 
University Curriculum/Paternoster Press, 1977, pp. 77 

Current evidence is examined from psychological research which 

points to the inadequacy of those views of human nature which 

describe man as just material, wholly determined, and as only a 

higher animal. A critical evaluation is made of recent brain 

control experiments, the deterministic model of B.F. Skinner, 

and language studies in champanzees. 


Back to Freedom and Dignity by Francis A. Schaeffer. Hodder, 


The author deals with some current science that seeks to 
dehumanise man. There is excellent discussion of the ramifications 
of accepting chemical evolution and psychological determinism. 


Note also, A8, above, for a section on human language. 


- 66 - 


RADIOMETRIC DATING METHODS; A REVIEW OF LITERATURE 


David J. Tyler 


The practice of using radioisotopes to measure the ages of materials 
is now very widespread, and a considerable number of dating methods are 
in regular use in research laboratories. This review is highly 
selective, for it mentions only a few ‘standard’ reference works, and 
concentrates on some of those publications which either point out the 
limitations of the methods or illustrate the assumptions. inherent in 
the theory. The review is intended to be of assistance to students who 
want to re-examine the principles of radiometric dating and to consider. 

some of the arguments marshalled against. the coer ene) interpretations . 


1. LITERATURE RELEVANT T0 SEVERAL DATING METHODS 


Faure's Principles of Isotope Geolo yl i. is a Seecene wenoulctony text 
which provides a description of most oF the dating methods that will 
be encountered by the Student. 7 a | 


Cook's interdisciplinary eare Prehistory and Earth i Weds devotes 
four chapters to detailed criticism of the majority of dating methods , 
and is one of the most useful and stimulating critiques in print. His 
discussion of. te U/Th/Pb, the Rb/Sr and K/Ar methods are especially 
worth consulting. Slusher3 draws extensively from Cook in his 


Critique of Radiometric Dating which is a more accessible study of the 
major methods and Tess dated than Whitcomb and Morris4. , 
Historical geologists have often been accused of aceuiar reasoning 
in their interpretation of the geological strata. A recent discussion 
of this is O'Rourke's article Pragmatism versus Materialism in 
Strati raphy. Of particular interest are comments on radiometric 
dating, for the presuppositions inherent in the theory of the methods 
are shown to be open to exactly the same Pouarge: | | 


Mackinnon® has provided a critical review of the major meenods: 
pointing out. some of the weaknesses in the underlying assumptions. 


Frazer’ has written in defence of the conventional methods, although 
his argument rests on the general concordance obtained by different 
methods rather than on justifying the assumptions that are made in each 
individual case. 


2. URANIUM/THORIUM/LEAD DATING 


A mine of data is provided by Doe in Lead Isotopes”, which will be 
useful to anyone following up the arguments of Coo 


Age calculations with ale basalts are found to be inconsistent 
with other dating methods Leaching of Uranium is suspected, and the 
method is judged to be unsuitable with young basalts. 
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Clements on !? has drawn attention to anomalous results obtained with 
recent volcanic Javas. 
Cook!! has pointed out that the helium content of the atmosphere is 


inconsistent with that calculated to have been derived from the decay 
of uranium during geologic time. 


Many estimates of the age of the earth are based on uranium, thorium 
and lead abundances in meteorites. However, Serious anomalies in the 
isotopic composition of meteoric lead are found. Gale et all2 conclude 
their study by declaring that the whole of the Asso Vee EC Pre carne 
of the meteoric lead isotope data is in GOuDe. 


3. POTASSIUM/ARGON DATING 


The standard textbook on the subject is Dalrymple and Lanphere !3, 


Under normal conditions of, for example, hydrostatic pressure and 
rate of cooling, igneous rocks do not lose all their argon when they 
solidify, and they are left with an apparent radiometric age. Studies 
on submarine pillow basalts from Kilavea Volcanol4;15 are some of 
the most significant for their implications for this dating method in 
the context of Catastrophism. 


- The Potassium/Argon dating method has been of particular importance 
in developing the concept of sea-floor spreading at oceanic ridges. 
The comments of Meyerhoff and Myerhoff!6 are worthy of further 
discussion. 


4. RUBIDIUM/STRONTIUM DATING 


A reference text is by Faure and Powel !7. It is a fact that many 18 
-Rb/Sr dates are not in agreement with the expected values. Brooks et al 
tabulate dates associated with tertiary strata, with radiometric ages _ 
ranging from 70 to 3340 million years. The authors invoke extensive 
reworking of minerals and rocks. ‘containing Rb/Sr ee ae to explain 

the anomalies . 


One of the strengths of this method is its use of isochrons, which . 
not only enable ages to be calculated, but also indicate the reliability 
of the data. However, in one reported case, isochrons have been 
obtained and yet the calculated age is thought to be incorrect!8. A 
~ geochemical explanation of the results has been suggested, and a two- 

_ component mixing model formulated. 


5. RADIOCARBON DATING | 


This method 1s used to date organic substances of abchacologice! and | 
geological ‘interest. A useful Summary is by Aitken20, 


Tyler@! has shown that-the known inconsistencies of calibration 
test results are of creat significance and cast doubt on the reliability 
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of calibration earlier than about 500 BC. The principles of a non- 
equilibrium model of radiocarbon variations and a reversed calibration 
curve have also been publ ished@2, | 


The 14, dates associated with tektites have posed some problems 
for some otherwise well-attested time-scales23. 


6. PLEOCHROIC HALOES 


Whilst pleochroic haloes may not be used to determine the ages of 
rocks, much may be learned from a study of these microscopic phenomena. 
Gestry has established himself as a world authority in this field, and 
as a result of his work, many of the assumptions underlying the 

radiometric decay methods need to be questioned@4,25, Informative 
reviews of Gestry's work are worth consulting for further details26 527, 


7. DECAY-RATE VARIATIONS 

The assumption of a constant decay-rate is strictly incorrect. 
Chemical bonds, pressure, magnetic field influences, etc, have all 
been observed to affect the decay-rates of short-lived isotopes28,29. 
The variations are not large, and the implications for long-lived 
isotopes are quite uncertain. However, in view of the need to 


- re-examine all aspects of radiometric dating, it is useful to be 
acquainted with any experimental work that has a bearing on the subject. 
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REVIEWS 


FOCUS ON CREATION: 


Papers given at the 1978 ‘Creation and Origins' Conference. 
Ed. D.C. Watts and D.J. Tyler. Rainbow Press, 1978. 


. It's always a pleasure to welcome a new publishing venture. And 
the quality of this first product of Rainbow Press certainly merits 
praise, not only in high quality of production but: in weight of content. 


Reviewing the book is by no means an easy task, for it treats a wide 
spread of disciplines outside the reviewer's academic competence. This 
academic breadth is, however, one of its virtues, especially since the 
authors nearly always give a clear exposition of their specialist field 
(a particularly good example is the essay on linguistics). The reader 
is thus given an excellent overview of a good number of areas where 
the debate over origins is still alive and kicking. 


The papers in the book, which started life at a conference last 
Easter, fall. into two categories, of theological or scientific/historical 
concern. In the first category, the essay = Nigel Cameron, “Evil an 
Evolution’, shows that theistic evolution is not a viable evangelical 
option, resting: as it does on an incoherent. account of man's mortality; 
furthermore , it weakens the Christian assertion that animal suffering 
is the result of man's Fall... D. Watts' essay ‘Jesus Christ and _ 
Creation’ - a model of compressed exegesis and systematic reflection - 
relates. the cosmic Christology of the NT to the foundations of science. 


On the scientific Side, an essay by M. Buss 'The Genesis Flood 
Narrative', defends the proposition that 'Gn 6-8 remains God's account 
of what actually happened’ (p. 14), as well. as pointing to a mode | of 
the relation of exegesis and scientific research in terms of ‘consistency’ 
and 'possibility'. One of the editors, D. Tyler, contributes an essay 
on ‘Ancient Civilisations! > in which he seeks to resolve the 
incompatibility of the biblical narrative and historical research by 
adhering to the biblical chronology rather than the (often erroneous) 
Egyptian version. D. Watts has a further essay on ‘Creation, 
Communication, and Linguistics’ - an introductory stab at a central 
issue, often neglected. ‘Man's Attitude to the Natural World’ is | 
treated by D. Pott, who pleads for a creationist approach to natural 
history, especially in education. The final piece is an extract from 
M. Bowden's book ‘Ape-Men - Fact or Fallacy?’ (Sovereign Publications, 
1977), treating the subject 'The Presentation of Ape-Men ‘Evidence'’. 


On the whole, this is a refreshing collection. It is almost 
entirely free of the dogmatism and even sarcasm which has often marred — 
the creationist case, and its concern to shift the agenda of the 
debate onto a high academic plane will certainly commend it to the 
attention of students. Clearly, the book does not aim to be a full 
defence of the creationist alternative. But it can be hoped that by 
its questions and its example in dealing with them, it may stimulate 
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evangelical Christians to the kind of hard thinking in which they need 
to engage -if_creationism is to become more than an ignorant dismissal 
of the whole of modern science. 


J.B. Webster 


John Webster is researching in theology at Clare College, Cambridge. 


FROM NOTHING TO NATURE 


A young people's guide to evolution and creation by 
Professor E.H, Andrews. Evangelical Press, 1978. £2.50. 


The writer's challenging task is to communicate ideas and information 
in a way that is comprehensible and interesting to the reader. Popular 
books dealing with the origins of life, how organisms work and respond 
to their environment, and the history of the earth often tend to 
contain jargon and take too much for granted. However, an outstanding | 
feature of Professor Andrews’ new book on this subject is the lucidity — 
of his Style, for he expresses ideas and theories of considerable — 
complexity in Tanguage that. is well suited to teenage readers. 


There is no difficulty in following the train of thought throughout 
the book and, in the course of his argument, most of the major | 
differences between creationists and evolutionists are discussed. The 
opening chapter introduces the controversy and establishes that no — 
compromise position is possible. The Biblical teaching about origins 
and evolutionary theories cannot be reconciled. The frequently heard 
assertion that evolution is scientific, whereas creation is religious 
dogma and antiscientific, is firmly refuted and the reader is shown 
how to evaluate the theories that are proposed to explain the: facts. 


The organisation and structure of living creatures is described by 
drawing an analogy with a city, in which the body, the cell, the | 
nucleus, the chromosonies, the genes and the DNA molecules all have 
their counterparts. The author succeeds very well in presenting his 
_ readers with all the necessary information for appreciating something | 
of the complexity of life and for discussing the mechanics of 
evolutionary change. | | 7 


Theories of chemical evolution attempt to exarein how | inanimate 
molecules once grouped together to form the first living organisms. 
Professor Andrews describes the hypothetical primeval atmosphere, the 
proposed soup of organic molecules and the unknown circumstances which 
led to the formation of the first living things. He points out the 
assumptions that are made and the difficulties that these theories 
face. As a refreshing alternative to a statistical demonstration of 
_ how unlikely chemical evolution must be, we are treated to an 

‘explanation’ of how a child's rubber ball was formed by poste of 
chance and coincidence. 
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Variations that occur in living organisms, coupled with the 
principle of survival of the fittest, are claimed to account for 
organic evolution. However, Professor Andrews shows that observed 
changes are always within certain limits, and also that variation is 
an inevitable consequence of our genetic make-up. Whilst the fittest 
creatures do tend to survive, the influence of the environment cannot | 
affect the organism in any fundamental way. 


The theory of evolution goes hand in hand with geological theories 
of the history of the earth. Evolutionists require millions of years 
for their evolutionary processes to work, and historical geology 
provides the time-table of evolutionary change. Professor Andrews 
points out that geologists assume the theory of evolution to be true 
when making assessments of the ages of rocks, and so have introduced 
circular reasoning. An attempt to break out of this embarrassing 
Situation has come with the use of radiometric dating. However, with 
every dating method, assumptions are made about the history of the 
rocks and about their initial conditions. In contrast to all this, 
the Biblical teaching about the age of the earth is that it is young, 
and the author asserts that there is nothing in science to contradict 
this idea. 


The book continues with a discussion of fossils and prehistoric 
monsters, introducing the thought that the Genesis Flood has played a 
major role in laying down fossiliferous strata. There is a useful 
discussion of the fossil record and the absence of both intermediate 
links and ‘generalised’ creatures. Scientific laws, the limitations 
of science, the relationship between science and faith and the reality 
of miracles are ati helpfully treated. Finally, Professor Andrews 
recounts the Biblical teaching about the miraculous creation of the 
earth, taking the reader through the six days of creation. 


One of the book's deficiencies is that there are no references or 
Suggestions for further reading. Young people who are sufficiently — 
interested in the subject to complete the book may well want to continue 
their studies, but there are no recommendations of worthwhile 
— literature. This shortcoming also affects those who are not persuaded 
by points that are made. They have to ‘agree to differ’. In several 
instances, where the reviewer found himself differing with . 
Professor Andrews' comments or conclusions, he was unable to pursue the 
discussion because no indication is given as to where the subject is 
treated in greater detail. This omission is almost certainly a 
weakness in the book for it will undoubtedly be read by many 
unbelieving young people who will want to check on some of the 
reported facts, or will differ with the conclusions. Such readers are 
given no guidance for further study of the subject. : 7 


However, the general impression made by the book is favourable, and it 
is highly recommended for teenagers and non-technical readers. Even 
those who are already familiar with the arguments will find them 
expressed in a vigorous and refreshing way. 


| David J. Tyler 
David Tyler is a scientist who works in industry in Derby. 
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